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The present study examined whether someone’s implicit theories of relationships
(ITORs) has an effect on whose opinion and what type of opinion has more influence on
their romantic relationship dynamics. Individuals high in destiny beliefs view
relationships as either meant to be or not meant to be. Individuals high in growth beliefs
think relationships take work to maintain and that problems can be overcome. Combined
these form orientations- cultivation orientation where the individual is high growth/low
destiny and evaluation orientation which is high destiny/low growth. I analyzed an
archived dataset where participants completed Sinclair’s (2008) Social Network Opinion
Scale, Lund’s (1985) commitment scale, and Knee’s (1998) Implicit Theories of
Relationship scale. We found evaluation orientation individuals are significantly more
committed as parent approval rises, and significantly less committed as parent approval
declines. Those exhibiting the cultivation orientation managed to maintain commitment
regardless of parent opinion, consistent with hypothesis two.
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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION

Research has indicated that social network involvement can and does influence
every stage of a romantic relationship (Parks, 2007). The majority of past research has
focused on establishing that third parties (e.g., friends, family) can have an influence,
whether positive or negative, on a romantic relationship. However, it is still ambiguous
for whom these social network influences might have a greater impact. In the present
study, I examined how network opinion can affect one’s romantic relationship for
different types of individuals. Specifically, I examined how an individual’s implicit
theories of relationships (growth vs. destiny beliefs, Knee 1998) may moderate the
influence of third party opinions on romantic relationship commitment. I will begin with
a review of the current literature examining an individual’s implicit theories of
relationships. Then, I will highlight how this individual difference in implicit theories
may be the reason for the discrepancies in the literature regarding the impact of network
opinion (friend vs. parent) on romantic relationship dynamics.
Implicit Theories of Relationships
Although there has been considerable work to establish that social network
opinions matter (Allan, 2006; Parks, 2007), less work has examined when or why these
opinions affect romantic relationship dynamics. When opinions matter might not only
1

depend on who offers that opinion and whether that opinion is approving or disapproving,
but it might also depend on who is listening to those opinions. In particular, integrating
Knee’s (1998) Implicit Theories of Relationships (ITOR) could help determine for whom
social network opinion matters. As Knee’s conceptual model illustrates (see Figure 1
below), it may be the individual’s implicit theories of relationships which determine the
degrees of social network influence.

Figure 1.

Knee’s (1998) Conceptual Modal Implicit Theories of Relationships. This
figure illustrates how implicit theories of relationships moderate the impact
of social network opinions on an individuals’ commitment level.
2

The two types of implicit theories of relationships are made up of either a belief in
romantic destiny or a belief in relationship growth (Knee, Patrick, & Lonsbary, 2003).
Those who are high in destiny beliefs view their relationships as either meant to be or not
meant to be. Whereas those high in growth beliefs think their relationships take work to
maintain and that problems can be overcome (Knee, 1998). These concepts form two
different orientations that affect how individuals approach obstacles -- such as parental or
peer disapproval-- to their relationship. Someone with an evaluation orientation is an
individual who is high destiny, but low growth; whereas a cultivation orientation is when
an individual is high growth, but low destiny.
Those with a cultivation orientation (i.e., those individuals who are high in growth
and low in destiny beliefs) are motivated to develop and maintain relationships because
they are invested in the well-being of the other member in the romantic relationship
(Dweck, Chiu, & Hong, 1995; Knee, et al., 2003). Individuals with this orientation who
encounter “initiating events” that trigger an assessment of the relationship are invested in
working through relationship problems and learning from them as a couple. Thus, when
persons with a cultivation orientation encounter challenges within the relationship those
obstacles become open avenues for closeness to increase between partners, in turn can
affect the relationships’ potential (Franiuk, Cohen, & Pomerantz, 2002). Obstacles are
opportunities, and the idea that they are “signs” of termination is rejected (e.g., because
they are low in destiny).
An evaluation orientation describes those individuals who are high in destiny and
low in growth beliefs (Dweck et al., 1995; Knee et al., 2003). Individuals high in this
orientation tend to be motivated to constantly diagnose the relationship’s potential (Knee,
3

et al., 2003). The goal is to judge the partner and scrutinize the success of the
relationship through every obstacle. For example, individuals with evaluation orientation
who encounter obstacles in their relationships are more inclined to view the obstacles as a
sign that s/he is not meant to be with his/her partner. Small obstacles can take on strong
meaning for the individual. As displayed in Knee’s ITORs model, individuals with
evaluation orientation will judge their partner after any problems arise in the relationship
because this orientation attributes the problem to the partner, which implies this person is
not who they are meant to be with (Franiuk et al., 2002). Also, as a result of rejecting
growth beliefs, they expect relationships to be easy, to just happen, and not to require
work. After all, if they require work that must mean that this relationship is not “the
one.” Thus, when encountering aspects of the relationship or partner that require work,
they are more likely to leave the relationship rather than maintain it.
Social Networks
I have established different types of people have different types of reactions to
relationship obstacles; now I move to examining whether social network disapproval
qualifies as one of these obstacles. One’s social network can include parents, siblings,
friends, colleagues, neighbors, or other acquaintances. Not only do we have frequent
encounters with our social network members, but they have a profound influence on who
we are as individuals (Parks, 2007). In addition, they can influence every aspect of a
romantic relationship, from initiation to termination (Parks, 2007).
Social networks can sometimes be the very reason a romantic partner is
introduced into one’s life (Parks, Eggert, & Jones, 1991). For example, third parties give
the opportunity to meet new potential romantic partners by introducing people to their
4

friends or friends of their friends. Laumann and Colleagues (1994) found that 68% of
couples met their spouses through a social network member. The social network’s
impact does not stop at initiation. Individuals will also seek support from their social
network in their decision to date their romantic partner (Leslie, Huston, & Johnson, 1986;
MacDonald & Ross, 1999, Sprecher & Felmlee, 2001). In existing relationships, research
has shown that intimacy, closeness, love, and commitment within the romantic
relationship can increase with perceived network support (Parks, Eggert & Jones, 1991;
Sprecher & Felmlee, 1992; Veroff, Young, & Coon, 1997). Furthermore, network
support predicts relationship persistence (e.g., reduces the likelihood of breakup; Felmlee,
Sprecher, & Basin, 1990; Johnson & Milardo, 1984; Parks et al., 1991). In many ways,
then, social networks can be relationship facilitators.
However, social network disapproval can be an obstacle to relationship successes.
Past literature has operationalized social network disapproval in several ways. Single
item measures (Sprecher & Felmlee, 1992; Zak, et al., 2002) have been used as well as
multi item measures which still only consisted of two or three items (Fitzpatrick,
Crawford, & Fischer, 2002; Bryant, Conger, & Meehan, 2001; Driscoll, Davis, & Lipetz,
1972; Leslie et al., 1986; Johnson & Milardo, 1984). In order to avoid these
inconsistencies, we developed a new inventory of perceived social network opinion
which integrates five questions assessing approving and five questions assessing
disapproving opinions.
Given the inconsistencies in operationalization, it may not be surprising that the
results regarding the impact of network disapproval have been somewhat inconsistent as
well. Some research has shown that social network disapproval predicts negative
5

outcomes, such as relationship dissatisfaction and even termination (Felmlee, Sprecher,
& Bassin, 1990; Sprecher & Felmlee, 1992). Other researchers, however, have found
positive correlations between social network disapproval and relationship success. The
“Romeo and Juliet effect” was discovered when parental disapproval for one’s romantic
relationship led to stronger feelings of romantic love for one’s partner (Driscoll et. al.,
1972). Felmlee (2001) also found that social network disapproval could lead to lower
rates of breakup, but only when friend approval was present (friend approves and parent
disapproves). By and large, however, the majority of studies support that network
disapproval can be a major obstacle to relationship maintenance (Sprecher, Felmlee,
Schmeeckle, & Shu, 2006).
Sources within the Network
Where discrepancies exist about the impact of network disapproval seems to
largely be with regard to the impact of parental opinion. Accordingly, source may also
matter when it comes to distinguishing how influential disapproval and approval can be
on romantic relationships. Research has shown that parental support for one’s romantic
relationship can enhance the relationship (Bryant & Conger, 1999; Sinclair & Wright,
2009; Sprecher & Felmlee, 1992; Wright & Sinclair, 2008; Zhang & Kline, 2009) and
parental disapproval can hinder the relationship (Sprecher & Felmlee, 1992; Felmlee, et
al. 1990). Yet, others find that parental disapproval can increase feelings of love
(Driscoll, et al., 1972; Felmlee, 2001), or have no impact on the romantic relationship
(Leslie, Huston & Johnson, 1986). In contrast, research has been consistent when friends
show approval for one’s romantic relationship and can lead to greater commitment,
relationship stability, and better relationship quality (Bryant & Conger, 1999; Etcheverry
6

& Agnew, 2004; Sprecher & Felmlee, 1992; Parks, 2007), whereas friend disapproval has
the inverse effects. Not surprisingly, given the consistent findings regarding friends and
the inconsistencies regarding parental influence, friend opinion has been found by a
number of researchers to be more influential than parent opinion (Felmlee, 2001;
Etcheverry, Le, & Charania, 2008). In any case, it seems clear that not all network
opinions are created equal (Milardo & Helms-Erikson, 2000). As such, it is important to
account for source of opinion in investigations of the impact of network opinions.
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CHAPTER II
THE PRESENT RESEARCH

The present study provides a theoretical framework for the study of social
network opinions and expanding beyond whether social network opinions really matter to
investigating whether this impact is equivalent across individuals and relationships.
Specifically, I argue that romantic partners are influenced by their social network, but
their social network’s influence is affected by the individual’s implicit theories of
relationships. In conclusion, I examined whether someone’s implicit theories (cultivation
vs. evaluation orientation) can influence the importance of third party opinions for
romantic relationship dynamics.
I analyzed an archived dataset from an on-going online survey titled
“Relationships and Obstacles” administered to Mississippi State’s psychology research
program. Individuals were required to currently be in a romantic relationship to
participate. They completed Sinclair’s (2008) Social Network Opinion Scale, Knee’s
(1998) Implicit Theories of Relationships Scale, and Lund’s (1985) Commitment Scale. I
examined whether an individual’s implicit theories of relationships moderated the level
of influence one’s social network’s opinion can have on an individual’s commitment. To
date social network literature has focused on establishing the impact social networks can
have on romantic relationships, although to my knowledge only one study has examined
moderating variables.
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The hypotheses are:
H1: Network approval will be linked to greater commitment than disapproval.
H2: There will be a three-way interaction between destiny, growth, and network opinion
on commitment. Those individuals exhibiting the cultivation orientation (high
growth/ low destiny) will be more likely express a desire to stay in their romantic
relationship when network disapproval is present than those exhibiting an evaluation
orientation (high destiny/ low growth).
Method
Participants
376 participants from Mississippi State University were recruited through an
online registration program for a study titled Relationships and Obstacles. Participants
had to currently be in a romantic relationship in order to participate. The study’s sample
was 31% male, 69% female, 75% Caucasian, 19% African American with a mean age of
18 (SD=2.8). The mean relationship length was 18.74 months. Participants were
undergraduate students enrolled in Psychology courses and received extra credit for their
participation.
Materials and Procedure
The survey was listed on the Psychology Research Program site among several
other surveys which participants could choose from. Before the survey began, a consent
form was provided electronically. After beginning the survey, participants were required
to complete the survey in one sitting. Participants completed measures in the following
order:
9

Predictor Variables. Participants completed the Social Network Opinion scale to
assess the participant’s perceived degree of social network approval/disapproval of their
current romantic relationship. Items were presented in random order.
Source and Type of Social Network Opinion Scale- Reliability was computed by
reverse scoring of all the disapproving items so it was then a 10 item scale of overall
social network opinion. The scale consists of 5 items that assess the romantic partners
perceived social network approval and 5 items that assess perceived social network
disapproval. For example, how supportive are your parents/friends of your romantic
relationship? Possible scores range from -4 (highly disapproving) to 0 (neutral) to 4
(highly approving). Participants completed this scale for two friends and two guardians,
so four times in total, and then scores were averaged for friends as were for guardians,
providing an average Friend Opinion score and a Parental Opinion score. Positive scores
indicate approval, negative scores represent disapproval. The reliability for the scale is ∝
= .85. Refer to Appendix A.
Moderating Variable. Participants completed Knee’s (1998) Implicit Theories of
Relationships Scale to measure destiny and growth beliefs. Items were presented in
random order.
Implicit Theories of Relationships Scale- Knee’s (1998) scale consists of 22
items that are used to assess whether individuals were high in destiny beliefs or high in
growth beliefs. 11 items assessed destiny beliefs —for example, “If a potential
relationship is not meant to be, it will become apparent very soon.” The reliability for the
destiny sub-scale is ∝ = .86. There are 11 items assessing growth beliefs as well—for
10

example, “Problems in a relationship can bring partners closer together.” The reliability
for the growth sub-scale is ∝ = .84. The scale implements a 6–point Likert scale with
possible scores ranging from 1=strongly disagree, 6= strongly agree. Refer to Appendix
B.
Outcome Variable. Participants were given measures to assess their level of
commitment to their current romantic relationship. Items were presented in random order.
Commitment Scale. Lund’s (1985) commitment scale consists of 9-items to
assess the participant’s beliefs that they will stay in their romantic relationship. For
example, how likely is it that your relationship will be permanent? Items were responded
to using an 8-point Likert scale response format (-4 = not at all, 4= definitely). Higher
scores were indicative of more commitment to the relationship. The reliability for the
scale was ∝ = .91 in the present sample. Refer to Appendix C.
Results
All statistical analyses were conducted using SPSS 18.0. An alpha level of .05
was used unless otherwise specified. Please see Table 1 for means and standard
deviations of the scales assessing both predictor and outcome variables of interest.
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Table 1
Means and Standard Deviations of predictor variables, moderators, and outcome
variables

A hierarchical regression was conducted to test for main effects, two-way
interactions, and three-way interactions. A summary of the results can be seen in Table 2.
First, all predictor variables and moderating variables were centered. Next, interactions
were computed by multiplying these centered values (e.g., parent opinion centered x
friend opinion centered) (Aiken & West, 1991). Consistent with the recommendations of
Aiken and West (1991), main effects of network opinions and ITOR beliefs were entered
in step 1, F(4,372) = 34.65, p < .0005, R2 = .27. In step 2, 2-way interactions were
entered, F(10,366) = 16.68, p < .0005, yielding a significant R2 = .042, p = .001. In step
3, three way interactions were entered. All steps were good fits, with Step 3 yielding a
goodness of fit of F(14,362) = 13.18, p < .0005, and a significant R2 = .025, p = .01,
thus the final R2 = .34.

I did include a fourth step including the possible four-way

interaction in initial analyses, but it proved non-significant. Thus, for the review of
results, I will focus on the results of step 3 considering all the main effects and two way
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interactions that occurred in preceding steps remained significant in step 3. Please see
Table 2.
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Table 2
Summary of Hierarchical Regression Analysis for Predicting Impact of Social Network
Opinion and Implicit Theories of Relationships on Commitment Level (N=376)

Note. *P<.02; **P<.005; ***P<.001. Note. R2 =.271 for Step 1; R2=.042 for Step 2;

[F(10,366) = 16.679, p<.0005, R2=.313]; R2= .025 for Step 3 [F(14,362)= 13.18,
p<.0005, R2=.338].
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Step 3 revealed main effects of parent opinion (b = .464, SE = .069, β = .329, p <
.0005), friend opinion (b = .420, SE = .079, β = .258, p < .0005), and growth beliefs (b =
.369, SE = .098, β = .186, p < .0005) on commitment level. Opinion effects were
consistent with hypothesis one. The more parents and friends approve of one’s romantic
relationship the more committed that individual is to the relationship. Although not
hypothesized, it may not be surprising also that those individuals high in growth beliefs
were more committed to the romantic relationship opposed to those individuals low in
growth beliefs (and thus, likely less interested in growing the relationship). No main
effect of destiny was revealed indicating that destiny beliefs alone are not a significant
predictor of commitment.
The analysis also indicated two way interactions, which stayed consistent
throughout steps two and three of the analysis, of parent opinion with both growth (b = .258, SE = .087, β = -.156, p < .0005), and destiny beliefs (b = .403, SE = .096, β = .251,
p =.0005). An additional two-way interaction of parent opinion by friend opinion (b = .146, SE = .071, β = -.110, p < .0005) also appeared in step 3.
First, for the two-way interaction of parent opinion and growth beliefs, we
explored the interaction following Aiken and West’s (1991) “pick-a-point”
recommendation for plotting regression interactions. Figure 2 shows that as growth
increases, commitment also remains high, regardless of level of parent approval.
However, declining parent approval impacts individuals lower in growth, such that
commitment drops with parent approval.

15

Figure 2.

Interaction of Parent Opinion and Growth Beliefs. This figure illustrates
those high in growth are impervious towards the opinions of their parents
while low in growth individuals seem to be more dramatically affected by
the declines in their parents opinions.

In contrast to the interaction between parent opinion and destiny beliefs, as
destiny increases, commitment also remains high, regardless of level of parent approval
(see Figure 3). However, declining parent approval impacts individuals higher in destiny,
such that commitment drops with negative parent opinion.
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Figure 3.

Interaction of Parent Opinion and Destiny Beliefs. This figure illustrates
those low in destiny are impervious towards the opinions of their parents
while high in destiny individuals seem to be more dramatically affected by
the declines in their parents opinions.

Next, we also had a synergistic interaction of parent opinion and friend opinion.
As depicted in Figure 4, it appears that the more the social network disapproves, the
lower the commitment. In particular, the commitment levels appear to be lowest the
more that both sources within the network are low in approval. As one or the other
source approves more, commitment improves, being the highest when both sources were
seen as being more approving. Although not hypothesized, this interaction is not all that
surprising, but for, perhaps, the fact that disapproval from one source doesn’t seem to
lead to commitment levels being that dramatically lower than when both sources approve.
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Figure 4.

Interaction of Friend and Parent Opinions. This figure illustrates a
synergistic interaction of network opinions such that when both are
approving commitment is higher and when both are disapproving
commitment is lower.

Finally, a three-way interaction of parent opinion, growth, and destiny beliefs (b =
-.251, SE = .099, β = .168, p < .0005) was revealed. Figure 5 shows the interaction of
interest, as interactions of destiny and growth are what are required to see the differences
between cultivation and evaluation orientations. Follow-up simple slopes difference tests
were conducted to establish which of the slopes were significantly different from one
another (Dawson & Richter, 2006). The slope that was different from all of the rest was
the line for those who exhibited the evaluation orientation (low growth, high destiny).
Simple slopes tests revealed the slope for this group to be significantly different from
when participants are high on both growth and destiny (t = -3.20, p = .002), when
participants are low on both growth and destiny (t = 4.42, p<.0005), and when
participants exhibit the cultivation orientation (t = -4.245, p<.0005). The effect seems to
18

be that those exhibiting the evaluation orientation are more dramatically affected by
variations in parent opinion than are others. They are significantly more committed as
parent approval rises, and significantly less committed as parent approval declines. In
contrast, those exhibiting the cultivation orientation managed to maintain commitment
values regardless of parent opinion.

Figure 5.

Three-way interaction of destiny, growth, and parent opinion. This figure
illustrates when low growth and high destiny individuals are combined to
form the evaluation orientation; these individuals are significantly different
than the other three categories.

No significant interactions with friend opinion and implicit theories of
relationships were found. Thus, these implicit theories only moderated the impact of
parent opinion on commitment. Individuals exhibiting the cultivation orientation (high
growth/ low destiny) were more likely to stay in their romantic relationship when
19

network disapproval was present than those exhibiting an evaluation orientation (high
destiny/ low growth), hypothesis two was confirmed for parental disapproval.

20

CHAPTER III
DISCUSSION

The present study contributes to the growing body of research surrounding social
networks and their influence on romantic relationships. Several studies have established
that parent opinion and friend opinion can affect one’s romantic relationship dynamics
(e.g., Bryant et al., 2001; Felmlee, 2001; Driscoll et al., 1972; Wright & Sinclair, 2012;
Parks, 2007). However, past literature has not been able to address the inconsistencies
regarding the impact of source of opinion (friend vs. parent). It is important to examine
what variables moderate the effect friend and parent opinions can have on one’s romantic
relationship dynamics because people differ in their responses to social network
feedback.
It was expected that when an individuals’ social network members approved of
their romantic relationship, the individual would be more committed to that relationship
than when disapproval was present. Hypothesis one was confirmed. In fact, if a
relationship was approved of it almost always fared better than if disapproved. In
contrast, the impact of the disapproval could vary depending on whether the individual
has a cultivation orientation or evaluation orientation. The cultivation and evaluation
orientation could help explain why the results regarding the impact of disapproval have
been so inconsistent. How one reacts to disapproval is not simply the opposite of how one
reacts to approval. Rather, how one responds to disapproval seems to depend on
21

additional variables, such as an individual difference in how one reacts to potential
relationship obstacles.
Accordingly, it was also expected that there would be a three-way interaction
between destiny, growth, and network opinion on commitment. Those individuals
exhibiting the cultivation orientation (high growth/ low destiny) were more likely to stay
in their romantic relationship when network disapproval is present than those exhibiting
an evaluation orientation (high destiny/ low growth). There was only a three-way
interaction between destiny, growth and parent opinion on commitment. Thus, the link
between parental opinion and commitment was moderated by Implicit Theories of
Relationships. Cultivation orientation individuals are more likely to overcome the
parental disapproval perhaps because they view the obstacle as a chance to make their
dyad stronger which in turn makes them more likely to stay in their relationship. On the
other hand, evaluation orientation individuals are more likely to leave their romantic
relationship when parental disapproval is present potentially because they view this
obstacle as a sign that this person is not who they should be with. Interestingly, this
moderation was only present with parental opinion.
This finding begs the question of why friend opinion is not likewise affected by
similar individual differences. The present study is not the only one to find moderating
effects limited to parent opinion. Wright and Sinclair (2012) found that parental opinion
only influenced liking of a potential romantic partner when the individual depended on
their parents for resources (e.g., instrumental help, emotional support) more than they
depended on their friends. Resources did not determine the impact of friend opinion.
Wright and Sinclair put their results in the context of previous findings, noting that past
22

research has consistently found that friend opinion impacts a relationship’s state and fate.
Often friend opinion is found to be a more powerful predictor than parent opinion
(Felmlee, 2001; Etcheverry et al., 2008). In contrast, research on the impact of parent
opinion has been less consistent and, in some cases, contradictory (Driscoll et al., 1972).
Thus, the impact of parent opinion might depend heavily on characteristics of the
perceiver or other third variables (e.g., the nature of the relationship between the parent
and the perceiver) whereas the impact of friend opinion may be more direct. These
findings of moderation could help explain why there have been inconsistencies in the
literature regarding the influence of parent opinion.
Caveats
Before discussing future research opportunities, it is important to address
limitations. The measure of social network opinion employed in this study was one of
perceived social opinion. Although, this method was consistent with the
operationalization of social approval in past literature, it has been found that perceived
social support does not equate to actual social support. However, past researchers have
found that perceived social support has proven more useful than actual social support for
predicting relationship outcomes (Etcheverry & Le, 2008).
In addition, our study was conducted at Mississippi State University where
majority of our sample are young adults where young adults might be different than
adults in terms of their relationships. On the other hand, research on social networks has
shown that effects of network opinions extend to a wide array of relationship types (i.e.,
marital, same-sex, cross-race, and internet) (Felmlee, 2001). However, the Mississippi
sample might be different from other samples in that Mississippians tend to be higher on
23

collectivism (Vandello & Cohen, 1999). Yet, the collectivistic aspect of the sample
should imply that Mississippians would be more influenced by family than other samples.
Nonetheless, we still find that it is the impact of parent opinion, not friend opinion, that is
moderated.
Lastly, it should also be noted this study was a correlational design which limits
us from inferring a direct causal link between variables. Although, Implicit Theories of
Relationships appears to moderate the impact of parental opinion on relationship
commitment, future research could investigate an experimental design to infer a direct
casual link. Although experimental research has established that network opinions affect
relationship outcomes (e.g., Wright & Sinclair, 2012), experimentation integrating ITOR
into these and other experimental studies could determine whether these correlational
effects replicate in experimental designs.
Future Research
Despite potential limitations, the present research has highlighted that Knee’s
(1998) ITOR model of cultivation and evaluation orientations has important implications
for the impact of network opinions on one’s romantic relationship. To our knowledge,
this is the first study to have examined the consequences of ITORs for understanding
reactions to social network opinions. To date, the majority of the research has focused on
establishing just that social network opinions have an impact on the fate of a romantic
relationship (e.g., Etcheverry et al., 2008; Sinclair & Wright, 2012; Zak et al., 2002);
however, see Wright & Sinclair (2012) for an exception. Further, only a handful of
studies have integrated a theoretical rationale to understanding how or why social
network opinion might matter (e.g., Etcheverry & Agnew, 2004; Lehmiller & Agnew,
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2006). However, the present study clearly shows that—at least for parent opinion—
social network feedback can trigger ITOR orientations. Thus, future research might
benefit from treating network disapproval as an “initiating event” that triggers
relationship assessments. For instance, the Stress-Adaptation Model (e.g., Karney &
Bradbury, 1995), a model of how couples cope with relationship difficulties, might then
also predict who will and will not overcome such an obstacle. Also, it would be
worthwhile to test the full ITOR theoretical model to see whether the attributions that
Knee (1998) posits individuals high in cultivation orientation make (e.g., that an obstacle
is external, unstable) really underlies why they are better able to withstand network
disapproval. Individuals high in evaluation orientation attribute the relationship obstacle
to an internal, stable attribute of their romantic partner. These individuals are less
inclined to approach this obstacle because social network disapproval is viewed as a sign
they are not meant to be together, and the obstacle is viewed as something that cannot be
changed. We ran some additional analyses and found those individuals high in
evaluation orientation were significantly higher on dismissive attachment style
(relationships are not viewed as important to dismissive attachment style individuals).
Interestingly, these individuals seem to place more value on those relationships they do
not chose (i.e. parents). Evaluation orientation individuals dismiss the relationship they
feel they have chosen (i.e. friends), but not the relationships they have not chosen (i.e.
family). Again, evaluation orientation individuals are not going to approach the obstacle
which in turn no effort is placed on maintaining the relationship. Future research could
explore attachment styles as another mediating individual difference to the impact of
social network opinions. It would be interesting to examine the different levels of
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variables as potential moderators. For example, exploring the level of dependence one
has on the romantic relationship focuses on aspects of the romantic relationship.
Although, examining Susan Cross’s (2002) Relational- Interdependent Self-Construal
focuses on aspects of the relationship the individual has with ones’ parents and friends.
Dr. Knee (personal communication, May 9, 2012) speculated that friends are more
strongly incorporated into one’s self concept than parents in late adolescence/adulthood.
If so, then friends’ opinions might be a reflection of one’s own opinions. Future research
could incorporate self expansion theory to investigate.
Not only would individual differences need to be investigated, but also different
relationship outcomes should be investigated. Follow up analyses found friend opinion
was moderated by ITOR when it came to the individuals’ investment to the relationship
thus, may be network influence is not equivalent on relationship outcomes (i.e. love,
satisfaction, investment, affect, ect.). In addition, analyses revealed that friend opinion
was more influential on relationship affect while parent opinion mattered more for
investment. By examining the different relationship outcome variables and the influence
parents’ and friends’ opinions can have on these different variables may be avenue future
research should investigate in order to resolve the inconsistencies in the research.
In conclusion, family and friends opinions’ have an impact on an individual’s
level of commitment to the romantic relationship, but different types of people will
respond to these opinions differently. Although the romance of Romeo and Juliet was
deemed as “written in the stars,” the ironic thing is if Romeo and Juliet were really high
in destiny beliefs they wouldn’t have exhibited the “Romeo and Juliet effect” (Driscoll, et
al., 1972). Rather, their parents’ disapproval would have been seen as a sign that they
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were not meant to be and they would have ended their brief relationship instead of their
lives.
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APPENDIX A
SOURCE AND TYPE OF NETWORK OPINION SCALE
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APPENDIX B
IMPLICIT THEORIES OF RELATIONSHIPS SCALE
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1

2

3

Strongly
Disagree

Moderately
Disagree

Slightly
Disagree

4

5

Slightly Agree Moderately
Agree

6
Strongly
Agree

Destiny Belief Items
1. Potential relationship partners are either compatible or they are not.
3. A successful relationship is mostly a matter of finding a compatible partner right from the start.
5. Potential relationship partners are either destined to get along or they are not.
7. Relationships that do not start off well inevitably fail.
9. If a potential relationship is not meant to be, it will become apparent very soon.
11. The success of a potential relationship is destined from the very beginning.
13. To last, a relationship must seem right from the start.
15. A relationship that does not get off to a perfect start will never work.
17. Struggles at the beginning of a relationship are a sure sign that the relationship will fail.
19. Unsuccessful relationships were never meant to be.
21. Early troubles in a relationship signify a poor match between partners.
Growth Belief Items
2. The ideal relationship develops gradually over time.
4. A successful relationship evolves through hard work and resolution of incompatibilities.
6. A successful relationship is mostly a matter of learning to resolve conflicts with a partner.
8. Challenges and obstacles in a relationship can make love even stronger.
10. Problems in a relationship can bring partners closer together.
12. Relationships often fail because people do not try hard enough.
14. With enough effort, almost any relationship can work.
16. It takes a lot of time and effort to cultivate a good relationship.
18. Without conflict from time to time, relationships cannot improve.
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20. Arguments often enable a relationship to improve.
22. Successful relationships require regular maintenance.
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APPENDIX C
COMMITMENT SCALE
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-4

-3

Not at all Highly
unlikely

-2

-1

1

Mostly
unlikely

Unlikely Likely

2

3

4

Most
Likely

Highly
Likely

Definitely

1. How likely is it that your relationship will be permanent?
2. How attracted are you to other potential partners or a single life style?
3. How likely is it that you and your partner will be together six months from now?
4. How much trouble would ending your relationship be to you personally?
5. How attractive would a potential partner have to be for you to pursue a new
relationship?
6. How likely are you to pursue another relationship or single life in the future?
7. How obligated do you feel to continue this relationship?
8. In your opinion, how committed is your partner to this relationship?
9. In your opinion, how likely is your partner to continue this relationship?
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